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Abstract 
 
 
As the population ages and the government becomes increasingly stretched in 
meeting community need, increasing pressure will be placed on nonprofit 
organisations to attract financial support from the private sphere (Bendapudi, 
Singh and Bendapudi 1996). The affluent are of particular interest to nonprofit 
organisations for two key reasons: the affluent who give can be generous 
(PMCBP 2005; McGregor-Lowndes and Marsden 2005) and we are witnessing 
a massive jump in their numbers, especially in Australia (Merrill Lynch and 
Capgemini 2005). This situation begs the question: can Australia encourage 
more of its wealthy to give?  
 
This paper discusses potential social change strategies to increase giving by 
the affluent, drawing from qualitative research conducted in 2004-2005 for the 
‘Giving Australia’ project, an initiative of the Prime Minister’s Community 
Business Partnership. Findings suggest that perceived identity and social 
networks may be important in encouraging the affluent to give at low levels and 
that passion for a cause and connection to nonprofit organisations may be 
central to substantial giving. Strategies that relate to these ‘touch points’ may be 
particularly relevant if philanthropy is to be nurtured. While there is a compelling 
need for nonprofit organisations to cultivate partnerships with affluent 
individuals (PMCBP 2005), the challenge of increasing philanthropy is beyond 
any one organisation: it goes to the heart of Australian culture and its values 
and mores.  
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Introduction 
 
 
This paper discusses potential social change strategies to increase the level of giving 
by affluent Australians, drawing on the findings of the ‘Giving Australia’ research 
project. ‘Affluent’ is defined in this paper as having more than AUD$1.5 million in 
assets (funds, property, equities etc) outside the family home - the minimum level of 
assets to be considered high net worth (Merrill Lynch and Capgemini 2005). 
Worldwide, those with at least US $1 million in financial assets are generally regarded 
as ‘an elite group’ because they account for 0.2% of the world’s adult population yet 
hold nearly 25% of its wealth (p.14).   
 
Interest in this topic is driven by the proposition that the affluent represent a vital piece 
in the philanthropy puzzle facing the nonprofit sector and they will be increasingly 
asked for support (Schervish, 2005; Havens, Shervish and O’Herlihy 2003).  Overall, 
funding has become one of the greatest challenges facing the nonprofit sector 
(Fitzgerald 2003; Salamon and O’Sullivan 2003) and, indeed, Australian nonprofit 
organisations already are facing funding shortfalls (ACOSS 2005). The pressure on 
nonprofits to diversify income streams is likely to exacerbate as government funding - 
upon which many in the nonprofit sector have traditionally relied - becomes less 
predictable as populations age and community need increases (Johnson, Johnson and 
Kingman 2004; Lasby and McIver 2004; Bendapudi, Singh and Bendapudi 1996). Of 
alternative sources of income, private donations by individuals hold substantial 
potential for development (Bendapudi et al. 1996). In the UK, for example, these 
donations accounted for just over half of charities’ incomes, with the other half coming 
from government grants and contracts, trading and investments (CFN 2006). In 
Australia, while government revenue still represents the largest slice of the nonprofit 
‘revenue pie’, individual contributions constitute substantially more of non-profit 
revenue than corporate contributions (PMCBP 2005).  
 
More attention is being paid to the affluent, in particular. Two standout reasons is that 
the number of individuals joining this segment is escalating, as is their average level 
of assets (Merrill Lynch and Capgemini 2005; The Giving Campaign 2003, 2004). 
Also, while many wealthier individuals do give to nonprofit causes and organisations 
already, the giving behaviour by this group is patchy, and overall, Australia’s wealthy 
are not very generous especially when compared to the US (PMCBP 2005, Hall 
2006, Asia-Pacific Centre for Philanthropy and Social Investment 2004). Definitions 
of affluence vary but those with  
 
 
The opportunity to grow giving by the affluent 
 
 
Several studies across different countries, including the recent Giving Australia 
household survey, point out that the affluent tend to give more than those on lower 
income levels (Prime Minister’s Community Business Partnership 2005; Lasby and 
McIver 2004; Hall et al. 2006; Hall 2006). While this does not hold consistently for all 
countries, it is a common pattern (for example, in Australia) that as income rises, so 
does the proportion of that group who report making charitable donations, as well as 
the size of the average annual gift. This pattern of giving behaviour combines with 
the trend towards affluence in a range of developed countries such as Australia is 
highly encouraging for the sector.  
Australia now has more millionaires than ever before: more than 134,000 hold assets 
worth at least $US 1 million excluding the family home and the rate at which 
Australians are joining this group is one of the fastest in the world (Merrill Lynch and 
Capgemini 2005). The Australian Bureau of Statistics confirms that private wealth 
continues to grow at the top end with our wealthiest 20% segment of the population 
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accounting for 59% of total household wealth (ABS 2005), suggesting that giving 
capacity could also be substantial. Also, the expected transfer of wealth is likely to 
contribute further to the affluence of those in the wealthier segments of the 
population (Schervish 2002; Gerloff 2003). 
 
Indeed, there seems to be consensus that substantial opportunities exist to increase 
the level of giving by our wealthier citizens (see for example Johnson, Johnson and 
Kingman 2004; Schervish and Havens 2001; Havens, Shervish and O’Herlihy 2003; 
The Giving Campaign 2004). In Australia, for example, there is some confidence that 
giving by the affluent can be increased (Asia-Pacific Centre for Philanthropy and 
Social Investment 2004) and some gaps in giving are indicated. Analyses of tax 
returns for 2003-04 (the latest available figures) show that more than one in three 
individuals (36%) with gross incomes over $1 million claimed no tax deduction for 
charitable gifts in 2004 (McGregor-Lowndes and Marsden 2006). This figure is even 
higher for those on incomes between $500,000 and $999,999, the second highest 
income band in the country, where some 40% did not make any claims for giving. Of 
those in this income band who did donate and subsequently claim their charitable 
giving, the average annual donation was $7,500 which is only 0.73% of these donors’ 
average annual income. The non-participation rate rises again for those in the 
$100,000-$499,999 income band, where approximately 45% did not claim for any 
charitable giving. Of those who did, the average donation was a mere $1,065, a 
relatively meagre amount given the size of income. Caution should be given to 
treating such giving patterns as conclusive because not all giving is claimed on tax 
returns; some gifts may go to non-deductible gift recipient nonprofits or given to 
beneficiaries outside formal organisations. Also there is some evidence that suggests 
that smaller tax-deductible donations may not be claimed on tax while larger gifts do 
tend to be claimed (see PMCBP 2005). 
 
How then to increase giving by the affluent? Various initiatives have been proposed 
for the UK, Canada, the US and Australia, aimed at improving nonprofit practices (for 
example, see the Institute of Philanthropy and Ansbacher Group 2003 and The 
Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 2003). Sargeant and Jay (2004), 
Cugliari (2005) and Hall (2006) highlight the importance of: 
 
- strengthening donor involvement in the mission and work of the organisation, for 
example, by site visits; 
 
- cultivating donor relationships and closeness to the organisation, for example through 
improved quality of communications; 
 
- using innovative methods in soliciting gifts such as the internet and emails; 
 
- encouraging nonprofit board members and senior volunteers to attract affluent donors 
and nurture giving relationships; 
 
- promoting ways of giving that encourage larger and/or longer term giving such as 
planned giving, charitable annuities, trusts and bequests; and 
 
- streamlining fundraising operations.  
 
At the sector level, there have been calls for collaboration by similar nonprofit 
organisations, improved access to fundraising education, the development of 
services by peak organisations in the sector and stronger leadership to spearhead 
initiatives in raising awareness of the need for philanthropy, the encouragement of 
government support in promoting philanthropy and encouragement of nonprofit 
capacity-building efforts (PMCBP 2005). 
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However, as some scholars and philanthropic managers point out (for example, see 
Johnson et al., 2004), it is only at the broad community level that some of the 
greatest challenges to increasing philanthropy can be addressed. Sargeant and 
Breeze (2004), Jordan and Quynn (1991), Cermak et al. (1994) and The Giving 
Campaign (2003 and 2004), Fitzgerald (2003), Hall et al. (2006) and others suggest 
the following strategies at the societal level are required: 
 
- improving the legal, regulatory and taxation environment to support philanthropy, for 
example, by providing a variety of tax-effective giving opportunities; 
 
- changing cultural attitudes, values, norms and mores to encourage philanthropy; 
 
- building and maintaining social infrastructure to encourage philanthropy such as 
groups promoting philanthropy amongst women, young givers, cause interest/affinity 
groups, giving ‘circles’ and networks that link givers to other donors, to recipients and 
that provide opportunities for philanthropic awareness and education, interactions, 
and access to resources; 
 
- improving access for the affluent to quality financial and legal advice about 
philanthropic options to improve philanthropic decisions; 
 
- improving infrastructure that is available to affluent donors in managing their 
charitable giving to build donor satisfaction and giving best practice; and 
 
- developing a national agenda for philanthropy research and action including a 
challenge to specific groups to giving goals. 
 
 
Methodology and context of the research 
 
 
Eight focus groups (each with six to eight participants) and eight face-to-face in-depth 
interviews were conducted with affluent Australians to provide insights into their giving 
attitudes and behaviour. This data formed part of the Giving Australia project, an 
initiative of the Prime Minister’s Community Business Partnership in 2004-05 that 
aimed at measuring and understanding giving in Australia and opportunities for the 
nonprofit sector to build its capacity in the coming years. Research partners in the 
18-month multi-faceted mixed method research effort were the Queensland 
University of Technology Centre of Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies, the Centre 
for Australian Community Organisations and Management at the University of 
Technology Sydney, the Australian Council of Social Services, Roy Morgan 
Research, McNair Ingenuity Research and Fundraising Institute of Australia.   
 
Participants were purposively selected, that is, efforts were made to include 
participants from a wide cross section of urban and regional locations around Australia 
and to include those who had their own private foundation, as well as those who did not 
(see Table 1).  A private foundation refers to a legal philanthropic entity or ‘vehicle’ 
through which funds can be set aside and distributed for charitable purposes. It is 
commonly used by committed affluent donors, and there is growing interest in and 
take-up of this type of entity since the 2001 when more flexibility in their management 
has been permitted allowed (McGregor-Lowndes and Marsden, 2006). Thus individuals 
who have a private foundation (inherited or established by themselves) are committed 
givers; those without such a foundation may or may not be involved in any 
philanthropic activity. As it was not the intention of this study to limit participation on the 
basis of their giving pattern, both types of participant were included.  
 
The researchers sought to strengthen the basis for qualitative research findings by 
deliberately seeking participants from a variety of locations and use of formal/informal 
philanthropic structures: unlike quantitative research characterised by random sampling 
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and large data sets, qualitative research must find ways to tap a variety of perspectives 
in the respondent sample and minimise bias as much as possible (Patton 2002). 
Potential participants were identified from three main sources: client lists of 
metropolitan and regional legal, accounting and financial advisory firms who agreed to 
co-operate with this research; through personal contacts of partners at these firms; and 
through a large private school development office. Within lists generated, potential 
participants were randomly selected and invited to participate in the study. This 
sampling method was used because it facilitated access to affluent individuals across a 
wide geographic spread and across those who have personal family foundations and 
those who do not.  
 
 
Table 1: Spread of participants 
 
 
Without  
private 
foundation 
With private  
foundation 
Mixed – 
with and 
without 
private 
fondation Total 
 
Focus groups   
 
 
Melbourne  1   
Sydney 2 1   
Brisbane 1  1  
Perth 1    
Hobart  1 1  
Total focus groups 4 2 2 8 
 
Individual interviews   
 
 
Melbourne 2 1   
Sydney  1   
Perth  1   
Adelaide 1    
Dubbo 1    
Bendigo 1    
Total interviews 5 3  8 
     
 
 
Qualitative methodology was chosen because it enabled rich insights to be gained 
into affluent giving, and afforded a window onto the interrelationships between 
factors that may exist when dealing with real, complex, contemporary phenomena 
(Patton, 2002; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994). Qualitative research also offered 
complementary data to the Giving Australia household survey which obtained data 
from individuals across income bands. Individual interview participants may have had 
expertise that were important to the study.  It would also seem that given the nature of 
the issue, people in focus groups may be oriented to ‘save face’, particularly if they 
were low-level givers – this seems to be a significant justification for conducting 
individual interviews as well.   
 
Two types of qualitative method were chosen – focus groups and in-depth individual 
interviews – because both have methodological strengths and weaknesses and 
including both types of data acted as a check on the other. Thus data could be 
triangulated by two qualitative methods used, as well as by multiple sources of 
evidence (Yin 1989; Patton 2002). Whether respondents joined a focus group or were 
interviewed depended upon their availability. The number of groups and interviews was 
determined by time and cost constraints.  
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Questions were open-ended and loosely structured around attitudes to giving and to 
nonprofits seeking their support, perceived constraints or reticence in giving generally 
and specifically, how they gave, their understanding of others’ attitudes, and 
opportunities perceived for encouraging philanthropy. Probing was extensively used to 
get a deeper understanding of responses, drawing upon Lee, Mitchell, and Sablynski’s 
(1999) facilitation approach. Overall, the research aimed to identify opportunities for 
increasing philanthropy, and other issues not addressed in this paper, from data that 
emerged naturally from the interviews and not from the use of pre-established 
categories. That is, it sought to generate fresh ideas from the field, based on top-of-
mind responses and reflection by the participants, not the testing of ideas generated by 
others. 
 
 
Findings 
 
 
Focus groups and interviews were audio-taped, and data summarized and analysed 
by two experienced researchers. Using single complete thoughts (represented by 
sentences and phrases) as the unit of analysis, participants’ thoughts about their 
giving or refraining from giving were identified and grouped using a cut and paste 
method, according to categories that emerged from the data (not from pre-
determined concepts). Participants’ comments regarding their affluent peers were 
also coded. That is, data was coded by similar concepts into themes (Miles & 
Huberman, 1984). In this section, the findings are presented in relation to the three 
arenas of strategies discussed earlier – at the level of the individual nonprofit, at the 
sector level, and at the wider community level. Overall findings are discussed and 
findings for each of these three levels are given. Direct quotations from participants 
are included to illustrate themes. 
 
Overall, the strongest themes to emerge for high level givers were, firstly, feeling 
passionately about a cause or organisation, secondly, being closely involved with it, 
thirdly, believing they could afford it and, finally, having personal values highly 
congruent to giving. The themes most commonly discussed by affluent donors who 
give at lower levels were: giving with others, that is, because one feels part of a group 
(which includes religious, business and professional affiliations), self identity (that is, as 
an expression of who one believes one is), respect for the work of the organisation and 
quality communications. The themes most commonly reported for non-giving (or 
negligible giving) were that giving is not something they considered, there is no need to 
engage in giving (that is, to be philanthropic), they closely guard their privacy and did 
not want to be inundated by nonprofit requests, and there are concerns about 
community organisations. Table 2 summarises these recurrent concepts as participants 
discussed their own giving and what they understood about giving by affluent others 
they knew. 
  
Table 2. Summary of themes discussed by participants in explaining their 
giving  
 
Most common themes 
used by respondents  
Reported 
for ▫ 
 
Relates to 
specific  
cause or np 
Relates to 
nonprofit 
sector  
Relates to 
wider 
factors 
Feeling passion  H ●   
Feeling closely involved 
with np organisation 
H ●   
Perceived capacity to 
give 
H   ● 
Personal values aligned 
to giving 
H   ● 
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Most common themes 
used by respondents  
Reported 
for ▫ 
 
Relates to 
specific  
cause or np 
Relates to 
nonprofit 
sector  
Relates to 
wider 
factors 
Giving in a group/social 
networks 
L   ● 
Self identity L   ● 
Respect for the work of 
the np organisation 
L ●   
Quality of 
communications 
L ●   
Not something they 
consider 
NG   ● 
No need to be 
philanthropic 
NG   ● 
Need for privacy NG  ●  
Concerns about np 
organisations 
NG  ●  
Key themes identified at 
different levels 
 4 2 6 
 
▫ Note: Codes refer to high level of giving (H), low level of giving (L) and non- giving (NG) 
 
 
Themes relating to specific causes or organisations 
 
 
The data suggests four main themes that that relate to giving to an individual cause or 
nonprofit organisation: passion, involvement, respect for the organisation and quality of 
communications around the request for support.  
 
Passion. The research findings highlight the importance of passion - in emotionally 
connecting to a cause they find meaningful - if they are to give at a higher level.  High 
level givers commonly report having developed an intensely personal connection 
with a principle or value, a cause, an organization or an outcome and this giving 
comes ‘from the heart’. Thus their giving arises from a shared vision between the 
individual and the beneficiary and he or she reports being inspired, or hopeful about 
outcomes that can be achieved. This passion is commonly focused into one specific 
direction, for example, some participants reported devotion to improving the plight of 
disadvantaged children, or animals in distress.  
 
 If you have truly been touched by a need, you do feel passionate about it. 
 
 
Involvement. A second theme commonly discussed by participants who reported 
substantial giving was being personally involved with a community organization or 
cause. Involvement leads to knowledge of an organisation’s work and its worthiness of 
financial support.  
 
I know the work that they do. 
 
Moreover, the involvement may be based upon past positive exposure to the 
organisation or cause when young. 
 
‘I give to  the RSPCA because we did a lot of fundraising for them at high school and 
really got to know them…I remember the people who came in with their dogs and spoke 
with us.’ 
 
In contrast, some participants reported being less likely to give to nonprofits unknown 
to them.  
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‘I’m not involved with any particular charity and am not sure where to start.’ 
 
Respect. Respect for a nonprofit organisation or cause also was important to some 
participants: they reported giving when they believed the need was legitimate and 
when they had confidence in the beneficiary organisation. Thus they tended to give to 
well known, highly respected organisations such as leading hospitals or schools. When 
the cause was relatively unknown, some donors reported inferring cause worthiness 
from the people who were on its board or who asked them for support.  
 
 I know them and I trust their judgement. 
 
Quality of communications. Perhaps not surprisingly, situational factors also 
appeared to influence the giving behaviour of some participants: being asked to give in 
ways that made them feel comfortable, or uncomfortable, was important to how they 
responded. For example, some who gave at low levels reported situations where they 
felt pressured to give and this had turned them off giving to that organisation or cause, 
sometimes permanently. Thus, individuals’ perceptions of the request for support 
appeared to shape their responses, temporarily as well as over time. Others wanted 
the case for support made clear. 
 
 Why is this something I should support? 
 
Some participants reported that their support of specific community organisations had 
grown over the years. These participants believed their confidence in these 
organisations had developed because they felt comfortable in how they had been 
approached and had been given an explanation of how donations would be used. 
Further, they believed their donations had impact and that their gift was valued. 
 
 
Themes relating to the nonprofit sector 
 
 
The data suggests two main themes that link giving to the nonprofit sector level, 
although these tended to play out as obstacles to some participants’ giving: the need 
for privacy and concerns about nonprofit practices.  
 
Need for privacy. Some participants, particularly those who gave at low to medium 
levels, reported being constantly approached to support causes and expressed 
reluctance to say yes for fear of attracting more requests for support. They valued 
privacy and did not want to ‘stand out’ from others. Indeed, there was a concern 
expressed by some that they may be ‘inundated’ by personal requests for support if 
they gave more often, or at higher levels.  
 
There are just so many causes and they want you to give more and more. 
 
Moreover, there was a strong dislike by many of ‘intrusive’ requests for support and 
some reported backing away from giving for that reason. 
  
They are becoming more ‘in your face’ than before. 
 
Concerns about community organisations. Another concern about giving related to 
misgivings that some participants, particularly low givers, held about some types of 
community organisations. One perception was that charitable organisations can 
overspend on administration or inadvertently be exploited by fundraising consultants. 
 
One of the things that concerns me with charities is the percentage of the money that go 
towards administration. 
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I’ve just got a feeling that 50, 60, 70% of the money goes into pockets of [professional 
fundraisers]. 
 
Some also wanted more transparency. There was concern that money was being 
wasted and they did not want to be party to this.  
 
I’m very sceptical about charities… I’m never going to give to that middle rung 
because I don’t know how they’re set up. 
The last thing I ever want to see is waste. I don’t mind paying $200 for a bottle of 
champagne. What I do mind is paying $20 for a bottle of champagne and having 
one glass drunk and the rest of it poured down the sink. 
 
 
Themes relating to broader community attitudes 
 
 
The data suggests six main themes that link giving by participants to wider 
community attitudes: perceived capacity to give, personal values, social networks, 
their sense of identity, level of attention given to philanthropy, and the perceived 
need to be philanthropic.  
 
Perceived capacity to give. Some participants reported giving because they felt able 
to give, that is, they felt they had more than they needed and were in a position to give. 
These participants tended to be high and medium level givers. Moreover, it was the 
perception of capacity that appeared to matter, not necessarily any objective level of 
wealth held. 
 
I think financial ability in the first instance motivates people to give. After that 
comes a whole range of influences. 
 
 If you have an opportunity to give something back, you would. 
 
Personal values. Some participants, especially high and medium givers, reported 
the wish to express their personal values. They wanted to support causes or 
organisations that embraced similar values and some also wanted to encourage 
these values in their children. For example, some wanted to instil work ethic in their 
children.  
 
At the end of the day, I guess I see money doesn’t necessarily bring happiness… 
 
You…think that if it helps to make your sons and daughters and grandchildren 
better citizens, [it’s worth giving]... It’s partly a selfish reason, I suppose. 
 
Social networks. Some participants, particularly medium and low givers, discussed 
joining others to help nonprofit organisations achieve a worthwhile goal. Alternatively, 
they may give because they do not wish to opt out of a joint effort.  
 
If we all just put in what we could afford, it would make a huge difference. 
 
Being part of a formal group (such as a church) or an informal one (such as a business 
or professional network) appeared to connect some participants to causes to which 
they might not otherwise be exposed. It also offered them the opportunity to join with 
others for social benefits. 
 
‘They were doing it (long distance bike ride to raise funds for a charity) and they 
thought I would like to do it, too...it turned out to be excellent, a good time, and it 
was for a good cause, too.’   
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Overall, groups that were close-knit and that shared strong values and beliefs such as 
religious groups appeared to more strongly influence an individual’s giving behaviour 
than other types. 
 
Sense of identity.  Some participants emphasised the impact of what they had learned 
about giving when young. For example, a common theme expressed by high to 
medium givers was the notion of having a giving ‘orientation’ or giving personality’ as 
result of formative experiences. 
 
 It’s who I am. 
 
In contrast, the early experiences of some low givers appeared to have led them to 
reject giving.  
 
 My mother became really sceptical and taught me to be careful about what they 
said. 
 
Not something they considered. Some participants simply did not consider 
personally engaging in philanthropy - or commonly described others who gave little 
or nothing to community causes in these terms. Generally, giving was not something 
they were aware of or thought about: giving was not ‘on their radar’. They chose to 
spend their money in other ways and did not see themselves as having unused 
financial capacity.  
 
Right now, I am not in position to help.’ 
 
Perceived need to be philanthropic.  Some participants, particularly medium and 
low givers, reported giving when they perceived a pressing community need - that is, 
they believed there was a compelling, logical reason to give - and there was a 
tangible outcome in sight, they were interested in giving.  
 
We can’t just turn a blind eye [to this problem]. 
 
However, there was a commonly held belief that the government was meeting genuine 
community need or should be doing so and this appeared to get in the way of seeing 
the need for people generally to be philanthropic. 
 
I give enough through my taxes. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Overall, participants at all levels of giving reported a mix of factors that they believed 
affected their behaviour. This finding is supported by the literature which points to the 
complexity of motivations for giving by the affluent. For example, a participant may give 
at a high level because not only does she believe there is a genuine, unfilled need in 
the community but also because she feels financial capacity to do so. Also while tax 
incentives were not a major theme, they did seem to play a supporting role and were 
part of the larger environment that encouraged or discouraged awareness about giving.  
 
The themes identified in this study generally support the suite of strategies suggested 
in the literature for increasing the level of giving by the affluent, as well as suggest 
additional issues that may warrant complementary strategies. In particular, four 
obstacles to giving are indicated but these have not received much attention in the 
literature to date:  
 
- that potential donors do not think about giving; 
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- that they may not perceive a need to be philanthropic; 
- they want privacy and do not wish to be inundated with requests for support,  
- they have some concerns about nonprofit practices 
 
Such themes support community level initiatives to increase philanthropy. Firstly, the 
findings lend support to initiatives that help to place giving behaviour into the affluent 
individual’s frame of reference, that is, onto their personal ‘radar’. Secondly, they lend 
support to initiatives that demonstrate the role of philanthropy and why it is needed. 
Thirdly, they lend support to initiatives that develop donor confidence that giving, for 
example by improving the professionalism of fundraising and trust in nonprofit 
processes and outcomes. 
 
It also appears useful to categorise themes (and potential related strategies) at three 
levels: at the individual organisation or cause level, at the sector level and at the broad 
community level. This distinction provides a legitimate ‘space’ for discussing strategies 
to encourage philanthropy by the affluent at the wider community level without 
neglecting needs within the nonprofit sector.  
 
This qualitative research for ‘Giving Australia’ encourages strategies that promote and 
equip nonprofit organisations to more effectively foster donor passions, deeper 
involvement and satisfaction with how they are engaged. It also highlights the need to 
build higher levels of trust and transparency in the sector, for example, by education 
about the need for administration and best practices such as who and how the affluent 
are approached to give so that inappropriate targeting is minimised.  
 
Importantly, however, the data gives weight to arguments that increasing philanthropy 
must occur at the level of the national psyche. Further, it suggests that six types of 
strategies at the community level are likely to be fruitful: 
 
(1) strategies that encourage giving values especially by role models for both 
children and young adults may be especially valuable; 
 
(2) strategies that change the perception of one’s capacity to give, for example, by 
educating professional advisers who are close to affluent individuals and the 
expansion of tax-effective ways to give to suit personal circumstances; 
 
(3) strategies that stimulate giving in groups or through groups and networks; 
 
(4) strategies that show giving to be relevant to the affluent, for example, examples 
of opinion leaders who see giving as an intrinsic element of being successful;  
 
(5) strategies that educate the community of why philanthropy is needed and the 
impact it can have; and  
 
(6) strategies that help to protect donor privacy, for example, through legislation 
and giving options that allow for privacy. 
 
This research underscores that any campaign to grow philanthropy by the affluent 
needs to be multi-dimensional and long term. This does not make such a campaign 
impossible but one that requires partnerships, visionary thinking and political will.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
This paper has considered the initiatives needed to nurture philanthropy in Australia, 
drawing upon the themes that emerged from focus groups and in-depth interviews with 
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the affluent across Australia in 2004-05. While the data is not conclusive and much 
more research is now required to develop these themes as well as to test their relative 
strengths, it offers a useful platform for dialogue. This topic is worthy of more research. 
It is also worthy of commitment by key stakeholders to find pathways to action. 
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